between historical and maritime archaeology specifically in the form of the successful joint ASHA/AIMA conference in Tasmania (1995) , the planned ASHA/AIMA conference for Adelaide in 2000, the AWSANZ (Archaeology of Whaling in Southern Australia and New Zealand) project and publication as well as the examples of collaborative work conducted in Western Australia cited by McCarthy (1998:35) .
McCarthy provided a similarly celebratory overview of the early years of maritime archaeology in Australia. One major difference between the publications was the emphasis McCarthy placed on the publication in 1983 of Shipwreck Anthropology edited by Richard Gould. McCarthy suggested that for Australian maritime archaeology, Shipwreck Anthropology represented a 'philosophical watershed' and 'an alternative philosophical base on which to build upon the traditional foundations of Australian maritime archaeology' (McCarthy 1998:33) . He also pointed to what he described as a 'fundamental set of interconnected weaknesses that mitigated against debate in maritime archaeology in Australia' (McCarthy 1998:33-34) . Certainly anthropological approaches to maritime archaeology, whether processual or postprocessual, have become more common in Australia during recent years (see Veth and McCarthy 1998; McCarthy forthcoming). Nevertheless, it must be said that at this time Australian maritime archaeology is still lacking theoretical sophistication.
The final two points raised by Hosty and Stuart about where the research programs have gone and the lack of consistency of national approaches to the shipwreck resource will be discussed further later in this paper.
Over the last two decades Australian maritime archaeology has been largely financially dependent on annual recurrent grants from the Commonwealth and State governments and, despite the occasional temporary reduction in Commonwealth funding, these sources have proved to be the mainstay for the vast majority of activities conducted. This paper presents the view that the future success of Australian maritime archaeology is largely dependent on having more people doing more things and that this will be largely dependent on increased levels of funding from more sources. Notwithstanding the on-going valuable work done by avocational (amateur) organisations such as the Maritime Archaeology Association of Victoria (MAAV) or Society for Underwater Historical Research (SUHR) and more recently by (largely unfunded) honours and postgraduate students, I contend that there needs to be a substantial increase in the number of maritime archaeologists who are able to make a full or part-time living within the profession.
The lack of job opportunities in Australian maritime archaeology
There is no doubt that there has been a serious lack of newly created positions for maritime archaeologists in the last decade and there is no obvious sign that this situation may change in the short-term future. A related point is the lack of opportunities in contract (consultancy) maritime archaeology. Despite attempts by maritime archaeologists to work as consultants in their field, it has proved almost impossible to make a full-time living without also working in another sub-discipline of archaeology such as historical archaeology. In the short-term future it is difficult to see this changing, and, as a result, those who want to work as consultant maritime archaeologists are likely to be forced to do so on a part time basis only. Again this is particularly unfortunate in the light of the solid and sustained growth in the Australia economy that is currently occurring. One of the consequences of this economic growth will be increased pressure on underwater and maritime archaeological heritage along the Australian coastline and inland waterways. The economic growth is likely to result in new development -new port facilities, marinas, dredging, the construction of power stations and even global warming and sea level change will threaten the maritime archaeological resource.
Whether this translates into increased levels of consultancy work in maritime archaeology is very much in the hands of the underwater cultural heritage managers.
The role of the Commonwealth government
In 1995 
Not-for-profit and community-based organisations
There has always been the potential for the Australian Institute for Maritime Archaeology (AIMA) to operate in a similar manner to the 'Not-for-profit' foundations established in the USA, such as the Institute for Nautical Archaeology 
Education in maritime archaeology
There is no question that the teaching of maritime archaeology at tertiary level has progessed considerably since Hosty and Stuart wrote in 1994 that 'Surprisingly no university has sought to include maritime archaeology as part of their undergraduate teaching although it would no doubt be a popular course' (Hosty and Stuart 1994:13) .
McCarthy pointed out the long-standing bias in Australian terrestrial archaeology towards 'prehistory' and suggested that 'the opportunity to forge the required academic links with university-based archaeology in Australia had been lost in the 1970s' (McCarthy 1998:34) . Despite this gloomy pronouncement, McCarthy clearly recognised that changes were taking place during the last few years of the 1990s, most notably with the 1996 intake of the Postgraduate Diploma in Maritime Archaeology at Curtin University. This has since been supplemented by the new undergraduate teaching and postgraduate research in maritime archaeology being conducted at the Departments of Archaeology at James Cook University (JCU) in Townsville and Flinders University in Adelaide. The teaching of maritime archaeology at undergraduate level in a way that is fully integrated into Archaeology degrees has started to clearly demonstrate both the academic acceptability of maritime archaeology and its on-going popularity with students.
One future area of growth in Australian maritime archaeology has to be the possibility of the expansion of teaching of maritime archaeology at tertiary level.
Archaeology is taught in virtually every state of Australia and there is no reason why maritime archaeology could not be integrated into the curriculum of virtually every Department of Archaeology. The intention here is not to produce large numbers of graduates who go on to work as maritime archaeologists or underwater cultural heritage managers, although it is likely that some will have the initiative, drive and imagination to create positions for themselves. Instead, it is to ensure that every student who does an archaeology topic in first year and goes on to complete a BAusually in history, geography, or something else, which is where the vast majority of students end up -has, at least, heard of maritime archaeology. Furthermore that those 
Conclusion
In this paper I have suggested that there has been a serious lack of newly created positions for maritime archaeologists in the last decade and there is no obvious sign that this situation may change in the short-term future. I have argued that there needs to be a substantial increase in the number of maritime archaeologists who are able to make a full or part-time living within the profession. Seriously dated Commonwealth legislation, a complacent bureaucracy and a serious lack of creativity and imagination among some of the current practitioners do not help this situation.
It is suggested that several areas of opportunity exist that may provide a better and brighter future for Australian maritime archaeology. These include the establishment of 'Not-for-profit' organisations to conduct maritime archaeological research, the expansion of public education through the AIMA/NAS Training program and positions such as the AIMA National Training Officer, increased teaching of maritime archaeology at the undergraduate level and University funding sources such as the ARC, APA and SPIRT schemes for funding maritime archaeological research.
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